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contracts concluded without compliance. In all cases, the state
agencies may stop unauthorized carrying on of business.184
In Latin-American jurisdictions, noncompliance is com-
monly stated as a ground for individual and collective liability
of the persons who conclude a contract on behalf of the cor-
poration.185 Whether this is an indication that the company it-
self cannot be sued,186 seems doubtful. For in a few statutes it
is expressly declared that both may be sued.187 On the right to
sue, the doubts seem to be analogous to those experienced in
the United States.
Appraisal. The fact that a foreign corporation intrudes
into a jurisdiction without having obtained permission to
enter, should certainly not excuse it from any liability that it
would incurr if doing lawful business there. For this reason,
rules are wrong that deny all effect to transactions made in
the state. But, on the other hand, no better solution is reached
by giving an option to the other party either to enforce the
contract or to hide behind its invalidity. Such privilege will
naturally be exercised according to how the business venture
inherent in the contract turns out. But a legally riskless
gamble should not be included in a statutory provision in-
tended to serve the public interest.
This one-sided justice^ however, is much restricted in most
jurisdictions of the United States, inasmuch as the corporation
may sue on the contract by belatedly qualifying for doing
184 BEITZKE, Jur. Personen 166.
185 Expressly foreseen in Guatemala, C. C. (1933)  art. 26; Legislative De-
cree No. 1370, of April 16, 1925, art. 2.
186 Regimen Juridico 34-ff., zooff.
187 The models were the Italian C. Com. art. 231, and the Portuguese C.
Com. art. 112.
Brazil: C.  Com. art.   301  par.   3   (action against all members of a non-
registered company).
Chile: C. Com, art. 468 par. 2, followed by:
Ecuador: C. Com. art. 326.
Guatemala: C. Com. (1942) art. 418.
Venezuela: C. Com. (1919) art. 362 (new 337).